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REMARK S 

Claims 1-63 aro pending in tho present application. Reconsidcralion of the claims 
is respectfully requested, 

I. Tolcnhonc Interview 

Applicants tliank Examiner Ngaycn for ilvc courtesies extended to Applicants' 
representative during the October 6, 2003 telephone interview. Daring the interview, the 
disliiiclions of the present independent claims over the alleged combination of references 
were discussed. Examiner Nguyen indicated that he understood these distinctions and 
slated he would reconsider Ihc references upon the filing of a written response. In 
addition. Examiner Nguyen indicated that if an amendment were made to incorporate the 
subject matler of clahn 22, for example, in the independent claims, the application would 
be in condition for allowance. The substance of tl;e telephone interview is summarized in 
the following remarks. 

11^ 35 U.S,C. S 103, Alleged Ohviousiiess of Claims 1-63 

llic Oriicc Action rejects claims 1-63 under 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatonUible over Fisher et ah (US Patent No. 5,969,705) in view of Watanabe (US 
Patent No. 6^344,864). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As to independent claims 1, 21 and 41, the Office Action states: 

Regarding claims 1, 21, and 41. Fisher discloses a method of 
copying computer files to a destination loc;ition, comprising: receiving a 
copy instruction, the copy instruction identifying a plurality of computer 
files to be copied and the destination location (see col. 4, lines 9-65); and 
copying the plurality of computer files to ihc destination location in the 
order in which the pliiralily of computer fil^s arc to bo copied (see col. 5, 
lines 35-67); however, Fisher fails to expHcitly teach displaying attributes 
of the pluraUty of computer files simultaneously, in an order in which the 
plurality of computer files arc to be copied. 
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Watanabc leaches and copying Uio plurality of computer files to 
Ihc dcstinalion location in the order in wlilch the plurality of computer 
flics arc to be copied (see col. 4, lines 15-55). It would have been obvious 
to one of an ordinary skill in the art the time the invention was made to 
provide and copying the pluralily of computer files to the destination 
location in the order in which the plurality of computer files arc to be 
copied as taught by Walanabe to the system for controlling the user 
interface event display of displaying tree j:[ructure among niuUiple 
windows in order to enhance a user friendly while copy/delete file 
inleraclivcly on screen* 

onicc Action dated July 7, 2003, pages 2-3. 

Claim 1, which is rcprcseutalive of die other rejected independent claims 1, 21 
and 41 with regard to similarly recited subject matter, roads as follows: 



1 . A method of copying computer file-s to a de$lination location, 
comprising: 

receiving a copy instruction, the copy instruction identifying a 
pluralily of computer files to be copied and tlic destination location; 

displaying attribut es ofthe plurah l v of computer files 
siimillaneousl v, in a n order in which th e nl iirality of comput e r files are to 
be cop ied: and 

copying the plurality of computer files to the destination locafion 
in the order in which the plurality of computer files are to be copied, 
(emphasis added) 

Neither l-isher nor Watonubc, cither alone or in combination, teach or suggest 
displaying attributes of the plurality of computer files simultaneously in an order in 
which the plurality of computer files arc to be copied. Moreover, it would not have been 
obvious to modify either Fisher, Watauabc or any alleged combination of Fisher and 
Watnnabc to include such a feature. 

Fisher is directed to a message protocol fo; controlling a user interface from an 
inactive application program: The main objective of tlie Fisher system is to pemiit a 
background application that is not the currently active application, to commmiicate with a 
foregix>und apphcniion program for controlling tlu: user interface ofthe computer system 
display. Widi the system of Fisher, an event handler is provided that services events 
generated for controlling the user interface display. Via this event handler, feedback 
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nbout the progress of a first process may be provided to Ihc luser interface ofa second 
process. 

An example of the evcat driven architecture of Fisher is shown in l-igurc 3 of 
Fi.sbcr. As shown in Figure 3, and described in column 6, line 35 lo column 7, line 13, 
Ihc cHcnl application 3 10 coninuTnicatcs with the GUI server application 330 via events 
320. The GUI server application 330 registers a process witli an Apple Event Manager so 
thai wlienever defined events arc detected, the Apple Event Manager forwards Uic event 
to registered handlers ai\d causes the hajidlers to be invoked and service the events. The 
registered event handler for GUI server application 330 will cause the activation and 
modification of a user interface display, wliich in ihc depicted example is a copy window 
340. It is clear from Figure 3 that tlic copy window 340 includes a designation ofa 
number of items to be copied, an item being read, and a progi'ess bar. 

Fisher does not leach or suggest displayinrj attributes of a plurality of computer 
files siinultaneouslv. i n an order in wh ich the nluruUtv of comnuler files arc to be copied . 
To Ihc contrary, as is clearly illustrated in Figure 3, the only display of files that are to be 
copied is a display in which the name of the file that is currently being acted upon is 
displayed and tlic number of remaining items to bo copied is displayed. There is no 
provision in Fislicr for displaying attributes of a phirality of computer files 
simultaneously in an order in which they are to be copied. 

The Office Action admits that Fisher does not teach or suggest this feature on 
page 3 of the Office Action. However, the Office Action fails to show where Watanabc 
tcaclics or suggests such a feature. In fact, the Ofllce Action merely asserts tliat 
Wrilanabc "teaches and copying the plurality of con^puter files to tho destination location 
in the order in which the plurality of computer filc<; arc to be copied (sec col. 4, linos 15- 
55). Thus, the Office Action has not shown whciv either Fisher or Walanabe teaches or 
suggesLs displaying attributes of a plurality of computer files simultaneously, in an ordpj; 
in which t he ol urahiv of com pu ter files are to bccopied. 

TIic Walanabe reference has been discussoil in great detail in the previously filed 
Response (dated April 24, 2003) and the Examiner's attention is directed to the Remarks 
section of this previously filed Response. In that [Response, it was submitted that dicrc is 
no teaching or suggestion in Watanabc to display f-ltributes of the plurality of computer 
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files siimiUancoiisly and in an order in which the pluralily of computer files are to be 
copied. While Watnnabc teaches a document list hex 7, the document files listed in the 
document list box 7 are not necessarily document Hies that are to be copied. There may 
bo document files listed in (he document list box 7 tliat are never copied. This is because 
Walanabc requires that the user select a single document file from the document list box 
7, have its contents displayed in image window 8, which may then be dragged-aiid- 
droppcd to an appropriate folder window. Fuvihej morc, the document files listed in the 
document list box 7 arc not listed in an order in which they arc to be copied in accordance 
wilh a copy instruction. Tlicy arc merely listed in creation order as can be clearly seen 
from Figure 2. 

Despite the allegations made by Ihe Office Action to the contrary, Watanabc docs 
not tench or suggest copying a plurality of compiiicr files to a destination location in an 
order in which the phirality ofcomputer files arc \o be copied. Watanabe teaches the 
ability to copy a single document file to a destination folder by selecting the image 
window of Ihe document file and dragging and dropping the image window on another 
folder window. During tliis process, the image window is reduced in size so as to allow 
fur better viewing of the window or folder to which the document is to be copied, 

Furthcmiorc, there is no teaching in Walaitabe regai-ding displaying attributes of a 
plurality ofcomputer files siiTmltaneously , in an order in which the plumlitv ofcomputer 
files are to be copied. As noted above, Walajiabo requires that the user select a single 
document at a time and drag-and-drop the document to the destination, llicrc is no 
sinuiltHneous display of allributcs of a plurality ofcomputer files that are designated by a 
copy instruction and there is jto simultaneous display of attributes of a plurality of 
computer files in the order in which they are to be copied. 

Thus, neither Fisher nor Watanabe leach or suggest the features of independent 
claims 1, 21 and 41 . hi fact, tho Office Action fails to even address this feature ajid 
instead merely alleges that Fisher teaches copying a plurality ofcomputer files to a 
destination in an order in which they arc to be copied and Watanabe teaches copying a 
plurality ofcomputer files to a destination in an order in which they are to be copied. 
The Office Action fails to address where cither reference teaches or suggests displaying 
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aUributcs of a pUiralily of computer files simultan coiis ly. in an order in which the 
plur ality of com puter files ar c t o be copied . 

Thus, since neither Fisher nor Watanabc tu-ach or suggest ihis feature, any alleged 
combination of Fisher and Walanabc still would not teach this feature. In fact, it is nol at 
all clear how one of ordinary skill in Ihc art would combine Fisher and Watanabc or the 
reuson why one of ordinary skill in the art would be nioUvated to try to combine these 
two dispanitc references. Fisher ts concerned with permitting a background application 
to provide updates to an active application for updating a user interface. Watanabe is 
directed to a system for reducing tlic size of other windows in a display when an item in a 
first window is selected. Thcru is no correlation between these two systems. Tlicrc is no 
suggestion in cither reference as to the desirability to include the features of tiic other 
reference. Moreover, if one of ordinary skill in the art were presented only with these 
two references, and not having had benefit of Applicants' claimed invention, that person 
would not know how to combine Ihcm and furthci more, would not combine tlicm and 
modify them in the particular manner necessary to arrive at Applicants* claimed 
itivcntion. 

The Office Action states that it would have been obvious to combine Watanabc to 
a "system for controlling the user interface event display of displaying tree structure 
among nuiUiplo windows in order to cnliance a user friendly while copy/dclctc file 
interactively on screen." There is nothing in FishCT that teaches or suggests the 
desirability of displaying a tree stmctiire among nuiltiple windows in order to make 
copying/deleting of files more user friendly. Moreover, even though Watanabe teaches a 
mechnnisn) in which a document from one windov; may be drag-and-drop ped into 
another window, there is notliing in Watanabc regMrding the displaying of a tree sti'ucture 
iti oi-der to pi-ovidc a more user friendly c-opy/deletc screen. This alleged motivation is 
completely based on aa attempt to recreate Applicmts' claimed invention having first liad 
benefit of Applicants* disclosure, i.e. the motivation is completely based on hindsight. 

Moreover, even if it were somehow obvious to combine these two references, 
which it is jiot, nowhere in cither reference or in the Examiner's alleged combination of 
the rcfcrci^ccs, or in the motivation statement is it over shown or even alleged that it 
would have been obvious to display attributes of a plurality of computer files 
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siii niltancotislv, i n an order in whic h t he plurality of computer files arc to be copied . 
There simply is nothing in chhcr reference or die alleged combination of references that 
even resembles such a feature. 

Regarding claim 61, Ihe Ofllce Action merely states that this claim is rejected on 
(he same basis as discussed above. Applicants rei-pcctfully submit that neither Fisher nor 
Watanabe, cither alone or in combination, teach or suggest displaying an idcntiiication of 
a plurality of files in a graphical user interface sinmltaneously in an order in which Ihe 
plurality of files are to be copied to a destination in response to receiving a request to 
copy the pluralhy of files to a destination Iocatioi\ or altering the identification ofthe 
plurality of files to indicate a progress in copying individual files within the plurality of 
files to the destination. As discussed above, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest 
displaying attributes ofthe phiralily of files to be copied simultaneously. 

in addition, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest altering an identification 
of a plurality of files to indicate a progress in copying individual files within the plurality 
of files to the destination- All lliat Fisher teaches is the copy dialog box 340 shown in 
Figure 3, There is no altering of an identification of a plurality of files to indicate tlie 
progress in copying individual files within the plurality of files. While tlierc is a progress 
indicator, this progress indicator is not an "idenlillcation ofthe plurality of files in a 
graphical user interface in an order in wliich the plurality of files are to be copied to the 
destination" as recited in claim 61 and thus, even though it may be altered by the 
increasing ofthe progress bar, this alteration is noi to an idcnlifioatlon such as tliat recited 
in claim 61 . 

All Watanabe teaches is the selection of a single file by selecting the imago 
window and dragging and droppmg the image wiiulow on a folder to wliich the file is to 
be copied There is no altering of an identification of a plurality of files to be copied to 
indicate a progress in copying individual files within the plurality of files. 

Jn view of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that neither Fisher nor 
Watanabe, cither ulone or in combination, teach or suggest the features of independent 
claims 1, 21 41 and 61. At least by virtue of their tlcpendcncy on claims i, 21,41 and 61, 
respectively, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest the features of dependent 
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claims 2-20, 22-40. 42-60 aiid 62-63. AccorUingly, Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of tl\e rejection of claims 1-63 under 35 US.C, § 103(a). 

In addilion to the above, neither Fishernor Watanabe, either alone or in 
combination, teach or suggest the specific features recited in the dependent claims. For 
example, with regard to claims 4, 24 and 44, neither Fisher nor Waianabe teach or 
suggest displaying an estimated time of completion of copying Uie currently copying 
eompiucr file. The Office Action alleges that this feature is taught by Fisher with regard 
to dialog box 340 in Figure 3, However, there is no estimated time of completion shown 
in box 340 of Figure 3. To the contrary, all that is shown in box 340 is tho number of 
items remaining to be copied, tlic.namc of the file currently being read, and a progress 
bar. None of these elements of box 340 display an estimated time of completion of 
spying the currently copying computer file. 

With regard to claim 6, 26 and 46, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest 
idcnLifying a copy rate, identifying a data size of t)ie cuiTcntly copying computer file, 
identifying an amount of data, corresponding to the cunrently copying computer file, that 
lias already boon copied to the destination location, or displaying the estimated lime of 
completion based on the copy rate, the data size oF the cuiTcntly copying computer file 
and the amount of data that has ah-eady been copied to the destination location. The 
Office Action alleges that these features are taught by Fisher at column 9, lines 5-45 and 
Figures 2-4. Nowhere in any of Figiu-es 2-4 is thcjc taught or even suggested the 
identifying of a copy rate, a data size of a currently copying computer file, or a display of 
an cslimated time of completion based un the copy rate, data size, etc. As mentioned 
above, all that these figures show is the number of items (o be copied, the name of the file 
cuaeutly being road, and a progress bar. Moreover, column 9, lines 5-45 merely 
describes filling a progress bar based on a maxunum value parameter and a progress 
value. There is nothing in column 9 that mentions; or even suggests a copy rate or a data 
size of a currently copying computer file. 

With regard to claims 8, 10-13, 28, 30-33, 48, and 50-53, neither Fisher nor 
Waianabe teach or suggest: displaying an estimated time of completion of copying the 
pjurality of com puter files to the destination location (clauns 8, 28 and 48); identifying a 
copy rate, identifying a data size of the plurality of computer files, identifying an amount 
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of data, corresponding to Ihc plurality of computer files, llial has already been copied to 
the destination locHtion* or displaying tlie estimated lime of completion based on the copy 
rate, the data size of the plurality of computer filcs> and the amount ofdata that has 
already been copied (claims 10, 30 and 50); roan itnging, during copying of the plurality 
ofcomputcr files, the order in which the plurality of computer files are to be copied 
(claims 1 1, 31 and 51); selecting a computer fdc Uom the plurality ofcomputcr files, 
using the display of the plumJity ofcomputcr filcH, and changing its position in the order 
in which the plurality of computer files arc to be copied (claims 12, 32 and 52); or 
rcordcring the plurality of computer files based on one or more ofthe attiibutcs ofthe 
plurality of computer files in accordance with a reorder criteria (claims 13-14, 33-34 and 
53-54). 

The Office Aclion alleges that these features havo been discussed previously with 
regard to claims 1-6 in the OfTice Action. Applicants respectfully submit, with regard to 
claims S, 10, 28, 30, 48 and 50 that claims 3-6 recite some similar features, however 
these features ai^ directed to a currently copying computer file and are not directed to the 
])luraliiv ofcomputcr files. Thus, the features of claims 8, 10, 28. 30, 48 and 50 have not 
actually been addressed by the Office Action in the rejection of claims 1-6. Thus, the 
Office Action hns not cstablislied a prima facie case of obviousness with regard to claims 
8, 10, 28, 30, 48 and 50. Turthcnnore, there is no teaching in either Fisher or Watanabc 
regarding any of the features of claims 8, 10, 28, 30, 48 and 50. 

Regarding claims 1 1-13, 31-33 and 51-53 none ofthe claims 1-6 recite the 
fc^itiu'cs of these claims and the Office Action has not addressed the features of these 
claims in the rcjcclion of claims 1-6. Tliere is nothing in Fisher or Watanabc that leaches 
rearranging during copying of a plurality of computer files, the order in which the 
computer files arc to be copied. As discussed previously, Fisher teaches a copy dialog 
box that merely disjilays the number of items to bv; copied, the name ofthe file being 
read, and a progi\3SS bar. Fisher docs not teach re;nTanfiing anything during copying of a 
plurality of computer files. 

Similarly, Watanabc docs not teach or sugp.cst this feature cither. Watanabc 
loaches a dmg-and-drop copying or moving operailon that operates on a single compuler 
file. There is no order to rearrange in Watanabc and tliere is no mechanism in Watanabe 
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lliat woukl fillow one to rearrange ihc order in which files are to be copied while they arc 
being copied. Moreover, the Office Action has not shown where such a teaching jnay be 
found in cither of Fisher or Watanabe and thus, tlic Office Action has not met its burden 
of establishing a prima fticic case of obviousness with regard to claims 11-13, 31-33 and 
51-53. 

With regard to claims 15, 35 i\nd 55, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest 
that a reorder criteria includes at least one of alphribelical order, reverse alphabetical 
order, smallest to largest file dala size, largest to ,5uiallcst file data size, oldest to most 
recent file creation date, and most recent to oldest file creation date. The Office Action 
alleges that this feature is taught by Fisher at column 1 2, lines 10-29 which reads as 
follows: 

At any rate, upon detection of the all Uie previous events, if the 
events arc serviced, then an event message from server 330 to client 310 
such as F.veutllandled is issued, and handler 500 returns at step 517, 
Otherwise, £iny events detected which do not fall into one of the categories 
tested for or other events which are not sci viced may issue a suitable error 
event message, such as EventNotllandlcd at step 517 to indicate to client 
310 that the event was not serviced. Then, the chent may take appropriate 
actions via its owri event himdlcr. 

llius, an invention for a background application controlling the 
user interface of a foreground application lias been described Although 
tlic present invention has been described particularly with reference to 
specific embodiments as illustrated in FiGs. l-5c, it may be appreciated by 
one skilled \w the ait that many departures and modifications may be made 
by one of ordinary skill in the art without departing from tlie general $pirit 
and scope of the present invention. 

How docs this have anything to do with reordering criteria for reordering a 
plurality of computer files that arc to be copied? This seems to be an arbitrarily selected 
podion of the Fisher reference tliat has nothing to do with the actual features recited in 
churns 15, 35 ajid 55. 

Regarding claims 1 6, 36 and 56, neither Fiidicr nor Watanabe teach or suggest 
displaying the attributes of the plu ralitv of comp ul cr files in a graphical user i/itcrface. 
While I'ishcr and Walanabc teach graphical user interfaces in general, Uie graphical user 
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inlcrfaces do not display attributes of a plurality of files that arc to be copied. Thus, 
neither Fisher nor Watanabe leach or suggest the features of claims 16, 36 and 56. 

With regard to claims 1 7, 37 and 57, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest 
receiving a slc ip command or changing a display of an attribute of a computer file from 
the plurality of coinpaler files to indicate that the computer file is to be skipped during 
copying of tlic plurahly of computer files. The Office Action alleges that this feature is 
taught at column 4, lines 1-62 of Watanabe. However, diis section of Watanabe merely 
describes the flowchart in I'iguro 5 of Watanabe yhich docs not have anything to do with 
a skip command or changing a display of an attribute of a computer file to indicate that 
the computer file has been skipped. There is no n^cntion whatsoever regarding a skip 
command in tin's or any otlicr section of Watanabe-. Again, this seems to be just an 
arbitrarily selected portion of the reference that hns nothing to do witli the features of the 
claims. 

Regarding claims 1 8, 38 and 58, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest 
receiving a delete command or changing a display of an attribute of a computer file from 
the plurality of computer files to Indicate that the computer file is to be deleted after 
copying of the plurality of computer files. The Office Action alleges that this feature is 
tnught in column 11, lines 16-67 of Fisher. This section of Fisher merely describes the 
operation of Mshcr wlicn a ChangcString even occurs. Tho word "delete" is not even in 
this section of Fisher, let alone the specific features regarding a delete command set forth 
in claims IS, 38 and 58. Yet again, this appears to be an arbilrarily selected portion of 
the reference tliat has nothing to do with the features of the claims. 

With regard to claims 1 9, 39 and 59, neither Fisher nor Watanabe teach or suggest 
deleting computer files that have been indicated as; being computer files to be deleted, 
after copying of the plurality of computer files, fr<mi the destination location. The Office 
Action alleges that this feature is taught in Figures 2-5 of Watanabe. There is not even 
the mention of a delete operation in any of these llgurcs and thus, tlicrc cannot be any 
tOiiching in these figures regarding deleting a computer file after copying of the plurality 
of computer files. 

Regarding claims 20, 40 and 60, neither Fir.her nor Watanabe teach or suggest not 
copying computer files that have been indicated as being computer files that arc to be 
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skipped during copying of the plumlily of conipuior files. The Office Action alleges that 
this feature is laughtby Fisher in Figures 5A-5C. Figures 5A-5C are flowcharts. There 
is not even one clement of cither orihese flowchmts that mentions designating computer 
files thnt are to be skipped or not copying compuler files that are to be skipped. The 
flowchart in Figures 5A-5C merely illustrates updnting portions of a dialog box, e,g., 
countstring, statusstring, aclionstring, objcctnajiicfitring, etc, There is nothing in tlicsc 
figures lhat has anything to do with skipping of computer files or not copying computer 
liles th<it have been designated as computer files to be skipped.. 

With regard to claims 62-63, the Ofllcc Action has not specifically addressed 
these features in any of the rejections of claims 1-0 and 15-20 contrary to the allegations 
uindc by the Office Action, Neither I'ishcr nor Watanabc teach or suggest receiving a 
second request to remove a file from a plurality of files and in response, canceling 
copying of llic file and alerting a graphical user interface to indicate cancellation of 
copying ofthe file (claim 62). Neither Tisher nor Watanabc teach or suggest tliat copying 
of the plurality of files removes the plurality of files from a source ofthe plurality of files 
(claim 63), These features are not addressed by the Office Action and thus, the Office 
Action has not established a prima facie case of obviousness with regard to claims 62-63. 

In view ofthe above, Applicants respectfully submit that neither Fisher nor 
Watanabc teach or suggest the specific features oflhe dependent claims. Thus, the 
rejections of claims 2-20, 22-40, 42*60 and 62-63 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be 
withdrawn. 
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III. Conclusion 

It is.rcspectfully urged that Ihc subject application is patentable over Fisher and 
Watanabe and is now in condition for alJowance. The Examiner is invited to call tlic 
undersigned at the bclow-lisled telephone munber if in the opinion of the Examiner such 
a lolephono conference would expedite or aid tlic prosecution and examination of this 
application. 



Resp;'ctrully submitted, 



DATE: ()(MluJ7^ 960'h 




Stqihcn J. W^Tdcr, Jr. 
Reg. No. 41,534 
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